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ABSTBACT - ' ' . 

In ^an attempt to tfEflerstand ncDiaa4er attitudes 
toward the daily ne^spaper^ 576 son^nfwspiper r€ading adults irere 
quOTied in^ three wa^es aboutthtir reaicns for aioiding DewspapGrs, 
In the first MaTO^ the maiorli^diiigs ^ere that nonriaders avoid 
nevspapers becaua of lack of time^ prefereDce for aBcthci neiis 
medium^ newspaper cost^ and lacW of iutereit, in the second wairep ' 
typical nonreaders (those low in incos€ and €'aucation.# tie young and' 
the eldarly) and atypical nonreaders (these high in inccne and 
ftducation^ and the middle^ aged) were fweried abcut a checklist of 15 
avoidances developed from the f irst \wa^€ of interviews, E€Spone€S to 
th^ checklist were factor analyzed ^and reduced to five signijEicant 
reasons nonreaders avoid nevspapersi aeisiaper content^ pcor 
eyesight^ lack of timep use of other nedla^ and perceived niwspaper 
bias. It was found that typical nonreaders avoid nei£papers because 
of poor eyesight, whila atyplGal nonreaders do not r^ad lecause of 
lack of time and newspaper content* In the third Mavev nonreaders 
were defined as thoM avoiding both dally and weekly cewapaipers* Four 
ffiSi^Qr factors were found to cause this group's avoidance cf 
n##spap.ers: perceived newspaper bias, avoidance cf jiintf use of 
brfia^dcast msdia, and lack of tipe«. fAuthQr/Gfi) 
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IVhy They BonJt Read 



• J'. 



^Information on the daily newspaper non-reader is scarce. Only thre© major 
research efforts have been devoted exclusively to the study of non-newspaper 
reading adults. Twb/studies, 10 years apart, examined non-reader% by their \.■\■^ 
demographic characteristics. ^ The third study isolated socio-psychological ; 
Gharacteri sties as predictors of non-readership. ' ^ , 

■• ^ \ ' ^ -z \ ' ' ^ _ ■ 

' Westley and'SeveHin in a 1&61-62 statewide probability sample of Wis-. 

consin residents isolated demographic and socio-economic factors related to . 

------ ^. f, - ^ ■ 

not reading newspapers. They found pon-readers" typically had low educational 
achievement (less! than high school) and low incomes Cless than $5,000); The 
largest percentage'^ of non-readers ' were among the very young (20' s) . and the , 
Very old ' (70' s. and above) .'■Non-readers, Westley and Severin found, were 
more likely to live in rural are^ and to have lived at their present resi- 
dence for fewer than five .years;:- Socially, non-readers were found to be 

i sol ated. ' ^ 

Ten years later, in a partial replication of Westley-Severin, Penrose 



^Bruce h/ Westley and Werner J. Severin^^'A Profile of the Daily Newspaper^ 
Non-Reader/' Journalism Quarterly, 41 :45 = 50 , 1S6 (Winter 1964). , 

Jeanne Penrose, David H. Weaver, Richard R, Cole and Donald Lewi^ Shaw, 
"The Newspaper Non-reader 10 years lat^r* A Partial Replication of Westley- 
Severih,'* Journalism Quarterly, Sl:6Jl-638 (Winter 1974) . 

4ohn Clinton Schweitzer, "The Newspaper ai^d Its Community -^n Analysis of 
Non^readershlp,'' Unpublished Dissertation, Univet^sity of North^ Carolina at 



Chapol Hiri (1974). , i 

'3 ■ ■■ ^ ' ' ■ ' ' 

"Westley and Severin, d£. -^it. 



/ 



^ \ \ . .... . . . 

ai.^ studied Nok^jh earol in in a state-wide study. They found 



thf samerdempgr.^phic an socio-economic factors related to Jion-Teading. 

: : Schweitze^^, aftey studying nQn-readers in 1974, suggested that ^'tradl- 
' tid.nal demographic^ analysis is insufficient to dfteraine the reasons why 
persons are or sir^ iiot reader s. '' 'Schweitzer further stated that ^ ^^^a^hough . 
soma derng'-graphic and\ S^S. vETiables ;da have, a* powe^to predict* rea^rship 
individuair}^, it is neces^^sayy po consider such variables -in connection .Wth 
other sDcio-psycholo^^i variables Specifically / he analysed hon-reade?- 
ship in relation to the individual 'sOTientatlon to the joca] community* ^ 
SchifisLtser fouTid non-readers less likely to' be characterized by high 
conmiunity^iclentif ication^. geographic-stsbllltyj home ov^mershipj acfiveness. 
in local voluntary organization^ arid ^fraquent contact with neighbors and , 
friends* 

• Schweitzer also found that *^thf constructs of alienation^ localism- \ 
" cosniopolitaiusiii aynd internal- ex^jernal icbntrol had little pTedictive power 



- ■ « . - ■ ^- . . ' ^. 

?fin differentia tin\q readers from non-^ readers.'- 

liT a study of former newspaper subscribers, McCoiTibs, Mullins and 

Weaver of f^red some ^insighr into w^hy sonie people avoid n'ewspapera. In tjiis 

1974 study of adults iri' Indiana^ North' Carolina and Califoxniaj McCombs sl^^ 

found people stopped taking the newspaper because of ^ ''poor Service * lacK of 



■penrosa. Weaver, Cole and Shai^, oj^. c_it . ' ^. 

fSchweitzer, cit. p;73. - 

%1axwell E. McCombs , L,E. Mullins, and DavW H. Weaver, ''Why People. Su^- 
fcribe and Cancel: A *'StDp-'Start'- Survey of "niTee Daily Newspaper ^ Americaj^ 
^ewspaper Pub^ Hsliers j^jsoclation Neivs .Resear^ Bulletin No, 3, ApMl .S , 
a974.^p7l2. " ~~ ~ " " "^^ 

. \ I. ■ .- 



ERIC 



9 * 



r 



tiine to read, the high^cost of the newspaper^ disinterest in the newspaper, 



too much advertisings the iayge size of the newspaper, the 



editorial stance 



of the newspaper and dissatisfMcjyipn with the news coverage J* 

Farmer subscribers are, not nebes'aarily non-readers of;course. ^ome 
forme^ subscribeTs might get a newspaper from the news stand, at a vending^ 

inach^nei or even from a neighbor. But because non^subscribers avoid newspapers, 

/ ■ ■ ■ ■ - i ■ ■ ■ f ■ 

though their major mode of distribution, it is felt they are closer to non- 

/ ' • ■ I ^ " ' ■ 

readers than readers ^ ■ - " ^ , 

* I 

While all four studies laid impbrtant foundations for I understanding who 
ar-e the nori'-readers, none directly pursued the question: 'HWiy don't non-- 
rea^dcrs read newspapers?'* ^ ' . 

Th4s study addresses that question. In an attempt to understand, explain 
and predict non-reader attitudes and behaviors toward the daily newspaper,^ 
576 non-newspaper reading adults in nine cj^ties ^nd one rural county were 
queried Irf three waves of interviewing about the^ reasons j for avoiding the 
dally newspaper. Their, rfe'ponses are ^presentad ik this study. In reality, 
this is three studies. The questionnaire -design aTw^analysls^ 

■ ' i 

third wiiyes are based on the findings from the previous waves .of interviews. 



Method, Wave I - 

i ' . ' ■ ■ , . . 

i t ' ■ ■ ' . 

• I . ■ ^ , ^ ^ . . •■ ^ 

•Non-readers were inttTViewed in six northeastern United Statfes citifS. 
Five of the interview; sites had populations ^of less than SS^OOO, One city' 
was slightly above 100,000. Each of the cities *had one local ■ daily newspaper 
and froin^two to six external newspapers circulating daily. Foiir of the. local 
dailies were afternoon papers. Circulations of the six local dailies ranged 
*froin 16^000 to^ 49, 000-! H^fe of the circulations were under 20,000. ^ 

Participants" in the study were selected through probability random 
aampling methods. Five hundred newspaper readers and non-readers, were inter- 
viewed at each" location/ Survey respondents first w$re asked: '^How often 
da ycu read m daily newspaper?" ^ 
v; - "Never or seldom" 

^ "1 or 2 days a week" 
^ "Nearly every day'^ 

. • ■ "Eveiiy day.'' 

^ " ' ' / ^ ^ _. . ' . 7 

Respond6hts repTxingi ''Never ^ or seldom" were defined as non-readers. 

•'Never*' and "seidom" were used as the same response category to avoid some 

of the social undesirabili ty bias that might have been introduced if only the 

. . ' V ■ . . \ _■ 

Response never had been used. It was felt that it woiJld be easier for a re- 
spondent to acknowledge reading a newspaper on occasion, ( seldom ), than to \ 

admit not reading a newspaper at all, . 

■ ■ • . - - . ... \ , 

' ' in these six cities, a total of 326 rrfspondents were classified as 

. ■ ^ ^ ^ ' \ 

n6n=readers; . . . ^ ^ . 



■^This examination of non-readers is only part^ of & larger newspaper 
readership study, ' The larger study wWch involved appr05<imately 500 randqmly 
selected adults per interview site, included questions on atti tudes , "use 
and gratifications/" readership of specific features and marketing and 
circulation information, , ^^^^^ . 



' City 1 City 2 ^ City 3 City 4 City 5 City 6 ' 

% of Non-readers 8.6% 16.1% I 13. 6% , 9. 2% 11.6%" S.8% 

N" of Non-readers (43) \ (82) (68) ^ (46) , (58]'. (29] 

■ 8 ' 

Non-Penetration. 8.7% 18. SS '27.4%. 5^5% 8.0% -02%' 

■ ,■ ,,. ^ . . - " 

NoT^- readership was compared with non-penetration for each survey area 
as '\ partial checT^ on the valldity^of the individual samples,. The npn-peiie- 
tratioii Yi^TBS^ though, can not be viewed as absolutes whan comparing them 
with the percentage of non-dreaders in the six saniples. The sinal lest geo- 
graphic- division available to compute non-pertetration was the county. 
Only cities ;4. and 6 represent a complete county^ The other four cities 
represent one complete county plus, a portion of ^no'^^r../- Circulation figures 
were not available to determfne nbn-penetTat ion for those ^county portions* 

• ' ' ^ ■ . ' ■ ' ■ ' ^ . \/ . 

Because non-readership and non-penetratiQn can not be" matched one for 
onej tt\ey were ranked from high to -low and^OTipared as o'tdinal data, Spearman' 

/ ' ^ - ^ '^1 ^ A 

ThQ for the non-readership, and non-penetration figures equals 4^.77, suggesting 



that the variation in the nuniber^of non-re,aders from city^o city is a func- 
tion of actual population vari;^t ion, not the vagaries o'f the sainpling pro- 
cedures* ' ' . ^ , ' 

"^^Kes^pondents answering "Never or seldom" then were asked to evaluate 
their non^use of daily newspapers by the following question: ^ 

'^'People have many reasons for not reading a newspaper. Why do you 
seldoni read a daily newspaper?*' v ^ , \ 

Since the total number of hon-readers in aiiy one city was, too small for ' 

any meaningful analysis^ non--readers in the six cities were aggregated to ^ 

obtairi- a composite picture of non-readers. 



Source ! American Newsp aper Mar kets' CiTcalation * 76-17 , 



Non-Pene t^r^tion - 



100% \r / Circulation ^ 
^ w of Households/ 



'N^, ' . \ / ' ' Findings, Wave I , = f 

' ':\ r . . ; ^ ' ^ . ■ ' - ^ . = ^ ■ ' . . ' 

.. Table 1 lists the main reasoiis nDn-readers gave for not using a.^rieWs- 
paper The mdst coniinon Teasons vrere jack of tinie ; use of jatiother mivs mediuin ; 
'cost; and lack^ of Interest , in tm contents . ^These four categories -iccount ^ 
for over two-thirdi of the responses to the open-end quistlon ."Wtyr do 
yoii seldom read a ne^^spaper?'- . . ' .. • 

Almost one-fifth of the Jnon-Teaders 'cited|lack of time as their reason' 
for ignoring newspapers'. Some of the specific responses^wexe: . - 

'^I-^in not hoine enough to spend time with a paperJ' ^^'-^'^^ 
^''.^I^in single ^ and .run around.^do much to have time to read a niwspaper," 

"I work full-time, plus I 'm- a housewife so I have little time to ^eadj' ^ 
* Another eighteen percent of the non-readers indicated they pref er 
to use another medium Ctelevisionj radio or magazine) for nevrs and information. 

This preference for another news medium may be .hecause the person does, 
not have the time newspapers require or the person reaily^ does not JKava an , 
interest i% readii^ newspapers. Or it may. be a positive preference such^ 
as expressed .by the traveling salesman, ''I'm^ on the road a lot , so I get 
fny news froni radio/' ' 

Cost keeps 16 percent of the non-readers away from the. newspaper. One 
respondent phrased this avoidance very succinctly : "I can't afford a paper, 

Fifteen percerit said lack of interest keeps them from t;he paper. An elderly 
man remarked, ^4 Tiot interested. I don't care what's going on in the worldJ' 
' ^The remaining third of non-readers blamed their health, circiJlatlQn pro- 
blcms, language, nev/spaper' content or dislike of reading v^hen asked ^ why 
they avoid ^newspapers.. 



OnflsO year old wonian in jha health _cat ego x)^ re ''1 don't see 



well enough to read, ^ . ^ , ^ , . \ 

One non-reader, citing ciTculatioii problems /repotted she doesn't read 

newspapers because she is 'Mis justed with the delivery service.^ They ^ 

just Wuldn*t put it in the box^'* she said. , 

The six percent of the non-r^eaders cltiiig language problems ^were mostly 

foreign born and unable to speak or read English well. ^ ^ 

f . ! " 

Thr-four percent' citing newspaper ' cptent complained about^the amouT^ 
of advertising^ and the bias In the i\ews , . V 

Ahdther two and a half percejity confessed they just don' t like^o read. 
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TABLE 1 



Main Reason foy Not Reading Ne wspapers 




Reason ^ ! , : 

Lack of time ' ^ ^ . 
Preference for other information mediuni 
Cost ' ' . 

Lack interest . 
Health problem , 
Circulation probl,enis V ^ 

Language ^ - / ^ 

Newspaper eantent 
Don^ t like to read ^ ^ 

Miscellaneous , _ ^ \ 



I of Non-ReadeTs 
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19 


.6. 


17 


. 8 


16 


0 


14 


,6 


'8. 


5 


7. 


•> 

5 


5. 


7 


4. 


3 


2. 


5 


3, 


6 



100.1 



^ — - 

^■ Percentages are ba^ed on a content analysis of 281 responses 

question^ **lVhy do you seldom read a daily newspaper?'* Forty 

jeaderi were elimdna'ted froin the analysis because of non-usa^l 



to the 

five non= 
e responses. 
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^ ■ Metliod, Wave^ 11 

Using open- ©Qd .questions as the only research tool is too limiting. Eve 
though they could: , respond in their own words ^ the open-end fo!rniat .did 
.not necessarily tap "all of the reasons non-readers might have for avoiding 
newspapers. Some persons have not thought about why they ignore newspapers, 
so asKing p,ien-eiid questions does not necessarily inspire them to offer 
fruitful responses. * 

■To compengat^ for this limitation^ new questioT^, written in a closed- 
end check-list fo^^m&t, • were developed for the second wave of interviewing. 

Developed from the 'responses to the open-'end question described in 
Wavc'l, this ch^cK^list measuTed avoidances' in six areas interest in 
news and newspa^et^s; time for and interest in readings use of other media; 
newspaper content^ newspaper bias; . newspaper circulation. Specifically, 
the most frequent responses to ^the open^end query in ^ Wave were translated 
into^a^'^liTC^ how^much the 

statement applied to thenii ' - ^ ' ' - 

The list was ' essentially an edited version of the noa-readers own words 
in Wave I. ; The individual statenients were seiected with the intention of 
exhausting most of the possible reasons non--readers have for avoiding news- 
papers. was algo. intended that the check-list be as specific as possible. 
For example in Wave I telivision, radio and newspaper were grouped under 
th^ one heading of 'niedia use, but the list :in Wave 11 singled out each 
medium--- television, radio and newspaper' aije ^m^^^ed individually. This 
specification of Individual items increased the comparability among non-^ 
readers and increased the breadth of the s^udy, ' 



, Im the se'C0Tid= round of. Interviews, one hunared and eighty-- four non-TesdeTs 

^ " . ." ^ . ^ , " " • ' . . ' • ^ ■ . ■ . ■ 

were 'interviewed.'^n two riortheastern aiid' one* mldwestern . city, A total of ^ 

' - ' ' ' . " i "' " ' ' • 

650 randomly selected respondents were interviewed at each survey site. 

■'jf ' ■ . = • ° ■ ■- ^ 

/ ; . City A " ^ City B ' ■ City C 

.1 of Non-redders ' . 10.0% > 6.3% 12.0% ^ 

1^ of Non-readers " C6S) - / (41) (78) 

Non-Penetration^° ' ^^10.9%' >.2% V. 8.1% 



l \ Spearman* s^ r ho equals +,5p. 

Non^readers were asked the following questions for. Wave II: 

'■Here are some reasons that people have given for no^- reading a 
newspaper; For each reason tell me whether it applies to you a great^ deal, 
somewhat j^.. or no t at all . 

. t don' t have time to read j. 
, . , 1 have no desire to' read .what 's ^n the newspaper ^ / 

get my news from, television . 
...1 get my news from radio ; 

get my news from; magazines ' ; 

,..J*m not interested in keeping up with the latest events 
disagree with editorial standi . 
I don't want to read had news ' ' 

.There is too mucTi advertising 
...L don't like to read 
...My eyesight is bad 



^^^Source: AmeriGan Newspgper Markets' Circulation V76-77 
:^on-PenetratiQn ^ 100% ^ Circulatiorf \ . : 

W of Households / 
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...Newspapers cost too much 
' .... ...I can't get thi newspaper homd delivered. 

..•Newspapers don- t print the truth ^ ~ 

Newspapers are biased, ■ * 

* , . • ' i, 

\ Findings^ Wave II 
Table^2 sunimarizes tfhe newspaper, avoidances whiGh-app-l-y--to-t-h^^ 

i 

**a great deal'\ Using broadcast media is the inain reason non-readers avoid 
the daily paper. Approximately 60 percent of the non-readers reportad u^e ^ 
of television is very much .the ^reason they don^t use newspapers. Slightly 
more than half Of the non-readers said they get their news from radio. 

Lack of time and desire are also important reasons - non-readers 
don't use newspapers. Over one-third said they don't have time vvhile 
one- fifth adniltted they have no desire to read papers. 

Ln rank drder^ the remaining avoidances^ are : ni'wspaper cost (20%); 
dislike,, of reading [15%); amount of advertising tl5%) ; bias (12%); poor 
eyesight (12%); disinterest in current events Cip%) ^ not wanting bad hews 
(10%); use of magazines (9%); disagreement with editorials (8%) ; unavaila- 
bility of home delivery (8%); newspapers don't print the truth (5%). 

l\fhe,n the open-^end responses in Wave I are conipared with the closed;-- 

end' responses in Wave II, the consistency of the responses is high. Laek 

^^■'^ 

^f time, preference for another news medium and lack of interegt^^re still 

. " . ■ . '. '■ ^ . ■ • 

at the top of the list. Cost which was the third most frequent response-^ 
to the open-end question in Wave I is the fifth most frequent response ^in Table 
Overall, the tables show that whether non^readers are asked an open^end 
question or are presented with a checklist of responses, they are consis- 
tent in their reasons for avoiding the daily newspaper. 

. " " . ■■ 

^ = ■ ^^ ' ^ 



Table 2. 

y / Reasons Noii-Resdeis Avoid the Daily Newspaper ' - ^ , 

- Percent saying Applies Factor 1:** factor 2: Fietor 3:, Factor 4: Factpr 5 

•/ : Great Deal Content ' Media Eyesight ^ Bias _ ^ ; Time 



Don't have ting 
No desitfi 

.i ; 


' 34J (3)* / 


.OS 

« 

M 


.08 
.08 


-.04 ' ■ 
47 


■la, 

-.02^ 


.35 


fipt news from^TY 

n^f ii^W§ fTQILlidiQ- - — 


S9J (1) 






.05 ■ 


. .15 ■ 

i 


.03 

— 't17 


Get nawi from magazines 


9J (12) ' 


.03 


J 


-,oa' 




-.09 


i 

Disinterested in current events 


10.5 (10) 


i8 


-.003 


.07 


.02 


.07 






.64 


-.02 


-.09 


.IB 


,04 


Don't want bad news 


10.0 (11) 


J2 


-.07 ' 


-M 


' .23 


-.16 


100 many aaa 


13.0 0) 


M 


-.008 


.15 


.3? 


' -.11 


Hnn't likp to read 
Eyesight is bad 


m (6) 

12.1 [9J 


.14 


-.06 


.64 

1 

.82 


, .i3 

-.05 


- % 

-.05 


Newspaper cost 


19.a (5) 


.16 , 

* 


-.002 


.50 


,14 


-.40 


No' home, deliviry 


1.5 (14) 


-.01 


.008 


-.05 


,12 


'-,59 


Newipapws don't print truth 


4i (15)- 


' ,23 


-.05 


.16 




-.02 


Newsnapirs are biased 


12.3 (8) 


.22 


.,01 


%06' 


J5 





*CRank Order) 

**Five meaningful factors accounting for 571 of the variaiici were extractid. Percent of variance accounted 
for by each fidtor was: Content 2ll; Media 111; Eyesight 91; Bias 81; Tiie 71. §t ■ 



. To extract additional meaning from the checklist of 15 avDidances, 
they were factor analyiz^d^.._^T^e factor analysis reduced the 15 avoidances 
to five significant ar^as: 1^ Newspaper content ; 2) Use ©f other media; 
3) Poor eyesight; 4) Bias; 5) Lack of time.^^ 



_ TablAJ ^sJho^^ five areas . 

Newspap er content consists of lack of desire to read the contents of a 
daily newspaper; disagreement with editorials; not wanting to read bad 
news; and too much advertising in the newspaper. 

Use of other medij specifically refers to using television, radio and 
magazines for news andj information. Bias is defined by the statements news 
papers don't print thef truth and newspapers are biased. Poor ey esight 
and lack pf time are defined by those individual avoidances. 

What are the relationships of age^ income ^ education and sex^o these 
five factors? To answer these questions j five indices were constructed. 
Each index was created by summing the individual variables loading high 
on each of the five factors. The indices were dichotpmized at the median. 
Scores ^bove the median were defined as major; scores below the median were 
defined las minor reasons non-readers avoid the daily paper* 

Whin analyzing non-readers by their age^ education and Income a new 
questioi| emerged. If non-readers are disproportionately the young and the 
elderly/ and, low on the education and inconie scales, who are the non- 
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TliE varimax rotated factor matrix was used for this factor analysis. 
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readers high in income and' education and facing ^in .the middle- age 

categbries an^ why are they avoiding newspapers when previous' research ' 
predicts they should^^ reading them. Typically non^newspapej^ reading . 
adults are young and old^ .poor and under-educated. • So who^-^a^ these adliTtsy^\ 
atypical of this description? 

Atypical non-readers hover between two disparate social groups. Because 
they don*t read newspapers^ they are associated with young ^nd elderly low 
income, low edug^ted people. Because atypical non-readers have 'high 

incojnes, educations and are middle-aged j they are also associated wlthj 
people who do read newspapers.. In other words, the atypical non-readeps' 
peer group or reference group consists of newspaper reading adults. Chances 
are atypical non-readers are. exposed to newspaper readers in the offiqe, , 
on the tennis court and in their middle^class neighborhbods^. 

The atypicaj. non-reader *s peer group of newspaper readers conforms 
to society^ s norms while typical non--newspaper readers do not. Typical 
non-readers not only avoid newspapers ^ but they also avoid the voting 
booths, and civic and social participation. Typical non-readers are gener- 
ally socially different^ atypical non-readers are not. What this really 
means is atypical non-readers should really be more amenable to the^idea 
of reading a dai^ly newspaper since their peer group reads* / 



A closer look at "^Westley-Severin and Penrose ©t al. reveals they too had a 

large number of |typical non-readers in their samples. The reason for their 

presence was not , determined in these earlier studies, this study, though, will 

attempt to explain why these persons v^ho are expected to be newspaper readers 

,^are in the non-=reading groups \^ ' '\.^^ 

Table 3 compares' the percentage of txpical and atypical non-readers across 
\ . " \ ^ , . ' * ^ 

the Westley=Severinj Penrose et al. and Poindexter studies. l^Oien analyzed by 

age, the percentage of atypical non-readers is fairly consis.tent across* the 

three studies. ^ In the Westley-Severln study, 60 percent of the non-readers 

were atypical. - Ip the Penrose et al. study, 64 percent were atypical and In 

the Poindexter study, 60 percent were atypical. It should be noted that age 

is measured differently in the Poi'ndext^r study than in the other^ two studies. 



Westley-Severin and Pen^Dse et al ; used \20 * s , ^ ' s ^ 40's, etc. bracketing while 

Poindexter used 18 to 25, 26 to 35^ 36 to 45, etc. age groupings. 

An examina4ion of non-dreaders by education shovvs that two-fifths of th^i 

non-readers in the West l^y^Severin study were atypicalj over a quarter in the 

Penrose et al. study; and a^1(most, three^f If ths in the Poindexter study .were 

atypical, . • ' ' 

Because education was measured the same across all tk5,ee studies, the 

large differences cannot be attributed ta the measurine instruiment. The dif- > 

ferences do suggest a significant increase in non-reading among higher educated 

groups. Regional differences migh\ also account for variations when atypical 

non-readers are examined by ^^ducation - 

Analysis by income reveals a large discrepancy betvyeen the pfevious two^ 

studies and the present study. This can be explained by differences in income 

measurement. Westley and Severin and Penrose et al , asked for income of the 

household head. Poindexter measured family incoine. Ih^fest ^.^y-Severin i 35 

- - I- ■ ■* f 
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.TABLE 3 



A PERCENTAGE COMPARISON OF TYPICAL AND ATYPICAL NQN-READERS 
I'N WESTLEY-SEVERIN, PENROSE ET AL . 5 POINDEXTER 



(Vestley-Severin ■ Penrose et al. ^ 



Total Npn-Teaders 



,j5y_Age " 

Ty^iicUl 

Atypical 

By Lduc ut Lon 
Typical 

Atypical 

Typieal 
Atypic^al 



61-62 " 
143 



40% 
(573 



V 60% 
(86) 



60% 
(833 

40% 
(553 



,(90) 

3S,% 
(483 



71 = 72 
341 . 



36% 
(1243 



(221) 



73% 
(254) 

27% 
(923 



S8% 
(1783 

42% 
(130) 



Poind exte| 
•■' 506 



■ 31% 
(158) 

. 69% 
(348) 



41% 
(205) 

59% 
(294) 



(1183 



(354) 



•1 
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percent \vare atypical non-readers ; ^^i^Penrose et al., 42 percent were'^^atypical; 
and in the Poindexter analy^sisj 75 percent were jatypical . 

iVhile differences in the number of 'at)pical non-readers vary from study to 
^study~th© fact that" a sizeable percentage of atypical non^readers exists^ in' 
all three studies is- consistent. .Atypical non-readers have always been present, 
but why they are present has until now not been determined. 

To answer this subsidiary research question--why don ' t 'atypical non^ 

readers read the daily newspaper-^n.dn=readers were dichotomized into .typical 

' . ) . ■ ^ ■ 

^nd atypical non'^reader groups. These typica*! and atypical non-reader dichoto- 



mies were analyzed to Hfet^|^^i-4ie-i#--Jl^XeiJ^ in t}\eir reason^ for 

avoiding^ ttie daily newspaper. . ■ 

Typical non-readers are op-eratiohal ly definfed as between the^ages of 18 

n 

and 25 and tfbove 65. They have an incomG of less than IS^OOO and have not gone 
beyond high school. At)^cal ^non-readers , oji the opposite end of the ^scale, 
have a family income above $5,000 and at least .a high school degree. Atypical 
non- readers are between the ages of 26 axid 65 . ^ ' ' ^^^^"^ 

When dichomotized into typical and atypicaL non= reader age groups^ atypical 
non= readers cited lack of time as a major factor"^ more irequuiitly than typical 
non-readers. (See Table 4.) Sixty-six percent of the atypical non-readers 
said time is the main reason they avoid ncwspagers whilii, only 48 percent of 
the typical non--*readers cited time as a ma j.or 'factor. The differences in these 
two groups can probably again be attributed to the large percejitage of elderly 
in the typical non-reader group. The^ elderly, retired "from full-time employment, 
may" have more free time than other age groups; 

The difference between typical and atypical non-readers when analyzed 
by income was striking. Atypical rton-readers overwhelmingly 

reported lack of time is a major reason they do not read the dailies. Over 7D ^ 



TABLE 4- 



Raasorv 



•Time is Minor 



Con^ il Major 

el 

Content is Minor 



1 

- , • hmi^' 


* 


2 

' Age. 


Typical Atypical 
(NS), ' (N-105) ' 


Typical 


* Atypical 
' (^122) 

■ 






i ■ 


68.6 ■^'28'. 6 


52.1 . 


34.4 \ 


f 

p/iol ' ■ 




pi.06 






■ " (NslZO) • 


34.3 "66,0' 


- . 43,'S 


■62,5 \ 




56. S - 


. 37. S 



'Education . 



Typical 

32 J_ 



^ 65.1 

34.9 ■ 



N.S, 



[MO] 
55,0 
45 .'0 



■(Nsl06] 
58,5 
41.5 



.002 



pi. OS 



Poor Eyesight ts Major 



Poor Eyesi 



IS 



i J '- 



3 t.,«' 



leal a 



gUucatibn defined as les's^ 



1 ' [ ■ 

' '} 

{mk ■ (HOS) ^ ^^'[N=49] 


4 


(Nal23], , (N*62), 


(11=110) 


31,4^ V' 




i?,i 37, r 


13,6 


6E.6 33. S 




82.9 ' ^62,9 - 




N.i ■. 


p^.03 




h 


- ; \ Li 

ifler fs, OOO • Atypieal income define 








^ ■ r 
) 2S ana over 65, Atypical age defi 


ned as 26 


to k 


\ 


less /than High ScHooL Atypical 


education 


defined as High School plus,. 
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percent of the atypical ndn-rea'defs as compared With 31 percent of the typical 
non^readers' placed significant weight on this' factor* (See jTable 4.J 

While age and income were significantly rela/ed to tline, education .^was^^not.^- 

The. proportion of .noTi-newspaper reade^^s In the typical and atypical educatpn 

I ■ _ / 

categories wn^ not signlf icaTrtly different. ' ^ " ' 

Atypical non^readers wh^en analyzed by lucoine were^re likely to report 
content plays a mi j or: role in their avoidirig .ne\vspapers , As TaBl©^ 4^shows, , 
66 percent of the at>^iical non-readers cited content as compared with 34 per- 
cent of typical (low iJicorTi©) non-readerB. . . 

Differences also appeared w^hen content ivas explored through the typical and 
atypical dichotomies defined by age. 

As shorn in Table 4, atypical non^readers were more likely to report coritent 
is a major factor in their avoidiTig newspapers. Over three-fifths of atypical 
non== readers said content is an important reason while only tivo-fifths of the 
typical Aon-readers reported content. - 

Surprisingly, I education was not related to the content factor. It was 
expected that atypical non-readers (high education) would be more cognizant of 
'newspaper content/ This was not the case. Atypical and typical non-readers 
equally reported cQntcnt as a factor in their newspaper avoidance. 

VVhen poor eyesight was analyzed by typical and a^typical non-readers as 
defined by education^ again differences appeared, Typical non-readers outnumbered 
atypical non-readers in reporting poot eyesight as a major avoidance. Thirty- 
seven peAent of the typical non-readers as conipared with almost 14 percent of 
tlv6. atypical non-readers reported poor eyesight is a major reason for avoiding 

thcf daily newspaper. [See Table 4,) 

■ \ 

Poor eyesight is more likely to be the>doni^in of typacal non-readers when 

analyzed by age. As Table 4 shows, notA thaTi one-third of the t>T5ical non-readers 



repo.rted poor eyesight is a major avoidance while less than one-fifth of the 
atypical Tion^readers said -poor eyesight, is a major problem. Again, this dif-^ 
^ f erence can be attributed -to t-Hfr-iBrgerpWceirts-g©-^^ 

typical nori-readejr category** ' ^ \ ■ ^ / 

° . =^ , , 

When poor eyssight was analyzed by income, 'there were no significant dif- 

\ - l- \ ^ : : . -\ ■ ' i ■ ' ^ 

f^renpes between the typical and atypical income dichotomies. ; 
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Method, mve 111 



What happens to th© newspaper avDidances^ 



if the operational definition of 



non-^ reade T is changed? Wil 1 atypical non-readers still bfr^aTnoivg, the, non^ reading 
segment of the populatiOTi if a stricter definition is used? Wave III answers 
these questions. - . \ | = \ 

In this wave, non-readers vi&xe ^ejfined those persons never or seldom 
reading a daily and a weekly newspaper, Waves I and II had operationaliEed non- 
readers as those persons never or seldom reading a daily newspaper only, ^ 

For this wave, non-readers were intervievjed In a northeastern rural county. 
Five small communities and surrounding .rural ^reas adjacent to a city of approxi- 
mately Sl^OOO people oompose the interviewing area. The two m^jor dailies^ one 
bi-^weekly and four we^klies^ available in this rural courityj have circulatioi^s 
ranging from aOo^y ofs.ZOO to a high of 42,000, ^ 

Eight hundTed, ,anc] twenty-^one readers and non-readeyS j , randomly selected 
from the county telephone book, were int^^lewed in their homes. There is^a 
93 piercent penetration of telephones and 8 percent of the phones are unlisted, ^ 

Findings^ Wave III 

Eight percent of the respondents can be strictly categorized as non-readers. 
They read neither dailies nor v?eeklies. Fourteen percent of the respondents 
said, they never read a daily newspaper but do read a weekly. This group has been 
labeled the weekly reader only. Twelve percent read a daily paper but never 
touch B weekly. The majoTity of the raspondents, 66 percent , reported reading 
both a daily and a weejcly. (See Table 5). The focus of this analysis will be 
on the first group, the non-reader of ^£^ny newspaper, daily or weekly* 
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<»■ Table 5 ■ 

^ % 

v 

Non-Readei' 8 

Daily Reader Only 12 

Weekly Reader Only _ , 14 

\ Reader "of Botli 66 



■ , ; . 100% . ' 

These non-i"^aders will be examined ^)f'' their 'socid-econ^^ levels as' 
defined by their typical or at>^lfial grQupirig. This group will be compared 
with file riOn=daily reader as operationa Ji zed in Waves I and II ta'"determine If 
the reasons they do' not read are ideiitical to the reasons the non-daily reader 
avoids the newspaper. = >: ^ 

Table 6 shows this strict defir^tion of non-readers is compatible with the 
operationalization of non-reader used in the first and second waves. Typically^ 
non- readers of daily and weekly newspapers are more likely to be found among ^tlie 
lowest sociO'-economic levels and among the. youngest and oldest adults. 

Non- readers are disproportionately ainong the low income , poorly educated 
andj young and elderly^ but numerically nqn- readers are more prevalent on the 
upp.er ends of the socio-ecohpmic scale. Even when using this very strict 
definition, this atypical non- reader-- educated^ middle aged^ middle and upper 
income--is still highly visible amang adults who do not read daily or weekly 
newspapers. Final analysis of why this atypical non-reader reads neither a 
daily npr a weekly^ will be explored when the complete data base is availEble. 



, Table 6 



'^liji/ Income 
'"typical 

-^^ CN=127) 



1 



- 7 

ical Typical 
CN^59] CN=2403 



A 2 ^-^^ 



A;typical 

ft. 

'0 

CN=566] 



Education 
Typ leal — A typ teSl 



(N=2113 



CN=606) 



Non- Reader 



Daily Reader 
Weekly, Reader^ 



Reader of Both 



14 

9 
24 
S3 



6 

12 
12 
70 



12 

13, 
18 
57 



11 
13 
69 



13 
9 
21 
57 



6 
13 
12 
69 



P-i-.OOl 



p^.Ol 



p ^.01 



Typical income defined as under $5,000 
2_^. , :. 



Atypical income defined as oyer $S,000, 



T>T)ical age defined as 18 to 25 and over 65, Atypical age defined as 26 to 65, 
Typical education defined as less than high school. Atypical 'education defined as high school plus, 
Non- reader never or seldom reads any daily or weekly newspaper, 
'Daily reader reads only a daily and never a weekly. 

Weekly reader never or seldom reads a daily newspaper but does read a weekly newspaper with 
some regularity. This . operational definition partially replicates the definition in 
Waves I and IT . 

Reader 'of both reads both a daily and a weekly with some regularity. 
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The check-list of avoidances used, in the second wave was partially repli- 
cated in the research^' design and analysis of this wave. The two waves differ' - 
in that the order in whic h the aygldances, were .asked ^^.w and- three- — - — - 

redundant avoidances werej eliminated, 

The avoidaAces which ^are greatly responsible for non-readers ignoring 

daily and weekly: newspapers are listed in Table 7, Again, use of television 

and radio for news is most often mentioned as main reasons non-readers do not 

read newspapers. Mien the ^^esponses in this wave are compared with the previous 

Xave, it becomes apparent that the avoidances of non-Jaiiy readers are very 

12 

similar to the avoidances of non-daily and weekly readers, A perfect correla^ 
tion would have indicated that these two types of non-readers^ are the same 
but further analysis of the strict non= readers indicates they are somewhat of 
a different breed, * ^ 

In ordir to better comprehend the differences between these two groups of 
non- readers i the 12 avoidances were factor analyzed. Factor analysis reduced 

the 12 avoidances to four significant areas: 1) Bias 2) Print Avoidance 

13 

3) Broadcast Media Use 4) Lack of Time, These clusters are consistent with 
but still different from the findings in Wave II. - - 

Table 7 shows the individual avoidances loading high on the four 'factors . 
Bias consists of too much advertising in the newspaper; newspapers are riot 
truthful; newspapers are biased* 

< Print Avoidance , a new factor, consists of lack of desire to read the con- 
tehts of a daily newspaper; not wanting to read bad news; don^t like to read, 

12 _ ■ ' 

Spearman's rho = +*76 

13 

The varimax rotated factor matrix was used for this factor analysis* 



• ^ Table 7 ■ ;, ^, ; . ' . . . ■ " .■ 

Reasons Non- Readers Avoid Dally and Weekly Newspapers ■ . ,: , 

Percent saying Applies Factor. 1:** FactoT 2: Factor 3: Factor 4; 

Great Deal Bias Print ' Broad,cast .Time 

v. ■ % . . - \ . : Avoidance;' Media'Use^ ■ 

.05 ' ■' Ji ^ -OS ' -IS 

.08 .12 J6 ' -.24 

/ . .09. , . .00 " ' _J9 . .17 

. / ■ .37 • -.49- ■ -.26 .13 

■ ; .16 . ■ -.05 -.02 

.71 , ^.36 -.08 -.12 

■ .22 . \J1 -OS > '-^^ 

■ ..ie -.11 , ' ° .31 . -.sr 

.54 .09 .33 -.08 

_JS , - \ ~ .08 .11 .06 

.85 ,00 -.03 • .08 

-.12 -.05 .11 J9 

^ (Rank Order) . t' \ 

Four meaningful factors accounting for 62% of the variance were extracted. The percent of variance 

accounted for by each meaningful factor was: Bias 241; Print Avoidance 1S%; Broadcast Madia Use 131; 
Time 10%. 
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iws from radio 


48.5 (2) ■ 


3WS from magazines ' 


' 14.7 (ID' 


like. bad. news 


• 15.2(10) 


my ads ^ ■ 


•28.8 [3) 


like to= read 


19.1 (7) 


jht is bad 


20.6 (6) 


ip.er cost 


18'. 2 (8) 


Lpers are not truthful 


12. J (12) 


Lpers are biased 


20.-9 (5) 


have time 


26.1 (4) 



Broadcast Media Use is a more refined version of the factor which emerged 
in Wave. Hi TTiis factor refersLs^^ and-radlo for- 

news infonnation. In the previous wave, magazine use had also clustered with 
these items*. ■,y; , ^z. "v- . ■ - _ 

La cfc- of Time ^ found In Wave Ily alSo^ factored in this analysi^s. 

.The effect of the stricter definition of non-deader in this wave is 
apparent. in the examination of the' factor analysis. This group of people-- 
turned off to reading any kind of newspaper--has ; caused a new factor, print 
avoidance to emerge and one variable, use of magazines, previously found in the 
media factor to he negatively related to the broadcast-, cluster , A preliminary 
analysis of these findings suggests that this non-reader group is distinguished 
from the daily newspaper non-reader mostly by its completely tUrned-off attitude 
toward reading. 

How diffcrerit are typical and atypical non-readers in their avoidances 
when this stricter definition is used? Why are highly educated, middle aged, 
middle and upper income adults still among those not reading any kind of news- 
paper? Why this atypical non- reader reads neither a daily nor a weekly, will 
be analyzed when the complete data^base is available. 



Sifimnary and Imp li cat ions 

These findings "point to the need to recognize there is not a homogenous ^'^ 

.■ ■ ' ' ^ ■ ' - . ^ 

non-repding segment in the cifcuXation area. Regardless of how non- readers -are 
defined^ theTe are two subgroups in the non-reader populationr one typical of 
non- readers; the oth^r^ atypical. Typical non-readers are expected to not read : 
/and they;donVt. i\Atj^ical non-readers are expected to read but don't, 
■ ^ AtypiAl non-- readers report they don't read because of lack of time and 
newspaper content. The finding that middle-aged j upper income/ highly 
educated adults ignore the .daily newspaper because of ''lack of time" and 
"dissatisfaction with content" suggests the^direction for the next phase 
of research on the non- reader; The next phase of research should focus 
on dfetermining the true meanings 'in the minds of the non- readers, of these. ^ 
avoidances/ Are non-readers really rationalizing about why they don't read or 
are thay literally lacking the time to devote to newspapers? Exactly what 
kinds of content are atypical non- readers objacting^ to? If the various meanings 
behind the^"time" and '^content" avoidances could be decoded/ the definitions 
could be used to construct indices which would better tap what's really behind"" 
non- readers avoidance of the daily newspaper.. 

The atypical non-reader subgroup, discovered in this study, is really not a 
new phenomenon. This subgroup was present 16 years ago in the Westley-Severin 
study. It was present ten years later in the Penrose et/al. study. This is 
the first study, however, to examine this group and explain why it exists. The 
atypical non-reader because of his or, her middle age, high income, and education 
is not expected to be in. the non-reader group* In contradiction with this 
expectation, the atypical non-reader is a viable member of the non-reader com- 
^Jnity. Determining why this contradiction exists underscores the significance 
of this analysis of the daily newspaper non-reader community, and it also 
questions' the validity of writing off the non-reader group as a lost cause as 
previous studies have suggested. ^ 
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